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Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121 (d). 

1 1) D The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12) ^ Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)|E|AII b)Q Some * c)Q None of: 

1 .|EI Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. D Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. D Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 



Attachment(s) 

1) ^ Notice of References Cited (PTO-892) 

2) O Notice of Draftsperson's Patent Drawing Review (PTO-948) 

3) O Information Disclosure Statement(s) (PTO/SB/08) 

Paper No(s)/Mail Date . 



4) CD Interview Summary (PTO-413) 

Paper No(s)/Mail Date. . 

5) O Notice of Informal Patent Application 

6) □ Other: . 



U.S. Patent and Trademark Office 

PTOL-326 (Rev. 08-06) 



Office Action Summary 



Part of Paper No./Mail Date 201 10321 



Application/Control Number: 10/584,605 Page 2 
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DETAILED ACTION 

This communication is a final rejection on the merits in response to amendments received 
on January 19 th , 2011. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

1. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

2. Claims 35 and 36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as failing to comply 
with the enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not described 
in the specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with 
which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use the invention. In both claims 35 and 36, 
the circumference of the net mesh is determined relative to the dimension of the "maximum 
circumference of the rocket propelled grenade". However, the RPG of the claim is of no 
particular type, size, or shape, making the value of the "maximum dimension of circumference" 
a variable term. The maximum circumference is unknown and the circumference of the net is 
unknown, since the mesh is directly related to the size of the maximum circumference. As such, 
a person of ordinary skill in the art would not be capable of constructing a mesh capable of 
performing the claimed method based on the present language of the claim. The Applicant should 
note that simply omitting 'determining the maximum circumference of the rocket propelled 
grenade ' from the claim language ignores the fact that such a step must still be performed in 
order to select the circumference of the net mesh in the manner described by the claims. 

3. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 
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The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

4. Claims 35 and 36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. Since RPG's come in many shapes and sizes, it is unclear how one 
would determine the size of the net mesh with respect to a maximum circumference of an 
unclaimed RPG. One making the net would be unclear as to the meets and bounds of the claim 
when sizing the opening such that the claim would not be infringed. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 30-34 and 37-40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Beach (US Pub. 2009/0266226) further in view of Baker (USP 4,312,272). 

Regarding claims 30-34 and 38, Beach teaches a method for protecting an object against 
a rocket propelled grenade, comprising: 

a) providing a net formed from interconnecting net strands and defining a net mesh 
configured such that a rocket propelled grenade will be disabled by deformation of a nose cone 
of the rocket propelled grenade when the nose cone enters one of the sections of net mesh (as 
discussed in paragraph 13 via "collapsing the ogive of an incoming RPG", see also paragraph 
88); and 
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b) disposing the net, in a generally stationary manner relative to the protected between 
the protected object and the rocket propelled grenade (as illustrated in Figs. 17a-b). 

However, in as much as the Beach reference teaches, the publication falls short of 
expressly teaching that the strands of the net include plastic fibers. Instead Beach teaches the use 
of primacord (a type of detonation cord) to form the net mesh. 

While Beach teaches a detonation cord, such cords are known to include plastic fiber 
constructions. 

Baker, for example, establishes in the 'summary of prior art' section of the specification 
that detonating cords commonly include explosive cores which are "wrapped in yarns comprised 
of rayon, acetate or nylon fibers, and sometimes in tapes of polyester, ethylene vinyl acetate or 
other plastic materials" (see col. 1, 11.17-27). This clearly establishes that using plastic fibers in 
detonation cords was a well known practice. 

Consequently, it would have been within the realm of obviousness to an artisan of routine 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify the detonation cord used by Beach 
by including a plastic fiber construction, similar to that taught by Baker, since it has been 
established that such a feature is already well known in the art. 

Lastly, with respect to claims 32 and 34, the applicant is reminded that in order to 
overcome a prima facie case of obviousness in which claims are directed to a specific range of 
values, the applicant must establish existence of unexpected properties in the range 
claimed 1 (emphasis by Examiner). Based on the Applicant's disclosure, the net being at least 
500mm from the protected object appears to lack critical bearing on the invention, and the 
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Applicant is reminded that such dimensions must be shown to be the cause of some unknown or 
unexpected result. 2 

Regarding claims 37, 39, and 40, Beach teaches supporting the net by a rigid support 
member attached to the protected object (via supports 1202) such that the net is supported in an 
open condition at all times following launch of an RPG (see Fig. 17a-b). 

Conclusion 

7. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

1 In re Geisler, 43 USPQ2d 1362 

2 see MPEP § 2144.04: "In Gardner v. TEC Systems, Inc., 725 F.2d 1338; 220 USPQ 777, cert, denied, 469 U.S. 
830, 225 USPQ 232 (1984), the Federal Circuit held that, where the only difference between the prior art and the 
claims was a recitation of relative dimensions of the claimed device and a device having the claimed relative 
dimensions would not perform differently than the prior art device, the claimed device was not patentably distinct 
from the prior art device." See also In re Peterson, 315 F3d 1325; 65 USPQ2d 1379, "Prior art reference that 
discloses composition range encompassing somewhat narrower claimed range is sufficient to establish prima facie 
case of obviousness for claimed range; existence of overlapping or encompassing ranges shifts burden to patent 
applicant to show that claimed invention would not have been obvious." 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to SAMIR ABDOSH whose telephone number is (571) 270-5799. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Thursday 6:00 am to 4:00 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Michael Carone can be reached on (571) 272-6873. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/SIA/ 

/Troy Chambers/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3641 



